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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to the amendment filed on July 30, 2004. In it, claims 1-18 
were cancelled and claims 19-38 were newly added. A formal action on the merits of claims 19- 
38 follows. 

2. Objections made against the drawings, the specification and claim 18 have been 
withdrawn as corrections have been made accordingly and claims have been cancelled. In 
addition, the 112 rejection made against claims 6 and 7 are withdrawn as these claims have 
likewise been cancelled. 

Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 19-21 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

4. Examiner notes to applicant that although claim 20 has been formally rejected over 
Kanematsu et al. (US 2002/0048050) in view of Matsumoto et al. (JP 07-129498), it is also 
applicable, based upon the overlapping teachings of both Kanematsu et al. and Matsumoto et al. 
that a rejection of Matsumoto et al. in view of Kanematsu could also be relied upon. For 
example, Matsumoto teaches 

a client computer; and 

a server computer connected to the client computer, via a network [Matsumoto 
Drawing 9 and Page 1 paragraph [0003] - Client/server structure system is shown in which 
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demand stereo (102) and procedure request equipment (104) are client side while 
procedure activation equipment (105) and response stereo (103) are located server side, 
both connected via a communications network); 

a first identifier generating section for generating a first identifier corresponding to a 
processing for which an enquiry is issued to the server computer [Matsumoto Page 3 
paragraph [0014] lines 1-4 and page 4 paragraph [0018] lines 8-12 - Demand identifier 
generation equipment generates an identifier corresponding to the demand, i.e. process, 
issued to the server by the client]; 

an enquiry section for sending, upon inquiring the server computer of a status of the 
processing, the first identifier to the server computer [Matsumoto — Page 6 paragraph [0023] 
lines 14-22 - Inquiry generator, which generates inquiry commands as to the status of a 
demand, i.e. process, sends the identifier to the response stereo, i.e. server]; 

a receiving section receiving a first identifier corresponding to a processing which is 
requested from the client computer [Matsumoto - Drawing 4 and Page 6 paragraph [0023] 
lines 14-16 - Inquiry reception equipment (303) on server side procedure activation 
equipment (105), receives identifier passed from the client's inquiry generator equipment]; 

an information acquiring section acquiring, in response to a status enquiry for the 
processing which is received from the client computer and which includes the first identifier, 
information regarding a status of said processing corresponding to the first identifier 
[Matsumoto - Drawing 4 and Page 6 paragraph [0023] lines 16-19 - Inquiry reception unit 
uses the identifier from output queue management equipment and passes the response of 
the demand, i.e. process, to the remote procedure activation equipment unit]; and 
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a transmitting section sending the information to the chent computer [Matsumoto -- 
Drawing 4 and Page 6 paragraph [0023] lines 19-23 - Remote procedure activation 
equipment (110) of procedure activation equipment (105) passes the response information 
to remote procedure activation equipment (108) on procedure request equipment (104). 
Demand stereo, i.e. client, is notifled of response by the remote procedure activation 
equipment (108) in step 15]. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

5. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

6. Claims 19, 21, 26 and 37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Kanematsu et al. (US 2002/0048050). 

With respect to claim 19, Kanematsu teaches a processing status enquiry method of 
inquiring a status of processing executed by another computer, comprising the steps of: 

sending a processing which a first computer requests a second computer to perform and a 
first identifier of the processing to the second computer [Kanematsu — Figure 1 and Page 3 
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paragraphs [0051-0052] and [0054] - User at workstation (11), i.e. first computer, registers 
a process to be performed with a second computer (3). Additionally, a first identifier, i.e. 
user ID/name is sent from the first computer to the second computer]; 

sending the first identifier to the second computer when the first computer inquires the 
second computer of a status of the processing requested [Kanematsu — Page 4 paragraph 
[0059] - Processing status is obtained by requiring the first computer to send the first 
identifier, i.e. user ID/name to the second computer]; 

generating, by the second computer, a second identifier corresponding to a processing 
request received fi-om the first computer and sending the second identifier to the first computer 
[Kanematsu Page 4 paragraph [0059] - Job ID, i.e. second identifier, is generated by the 
second computer when a processes registered]; 

storing in the second computer the second identifier corresponding to the first identifier 
[Kanematsu Page 4 paragraphs [0059] and [0064] - Job identifier is attached to each 
user registered process to be used in a query to obtain job status information; therefore, 
second computer would store and associate job ID with a process]; and 

inquiring, by the first computer, the second computer of a status of said processing using 
at least one of the first and second identifiers [Kanematsu - Page 4 paragraph [0059] - 
Processing status is obtained by sending to the second computer both the first and second 
identifiers, i.e. user ID/name and job ID]. 

With respect to claim 21, Kanematsu teaches a processing status enquiry system for 
inquiring a status of processing executed by another computer, comprising: 
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a first computer for sending a processing which the first computer requests a second 
computer to perform and a first identifier corresponding to said processing, to the second 
computer [Kanematsu Figure 1 and Page 3 paragraphs [0051-0052] and [0054] - User at 
workstation (11), i.e. first computer, registers a process to be performed with a second 
computer (3). Additionally, a first identifler, i.e. user ID/name is sent from the first 
computer to the second computer]; and 

a second computer for notifying, in response to a status inquiry of the processing which is 
received from the first computer and which includes the first identifier, a status of the processing 
to the first computer [Kanematsu Page 4 paragraph [0059] - Second computer responds 
with the status information in response to receiving the first identifier to request the status 
information]; 

wherein the second computer generates a second identifier corresponding to a processing 
request received fi-om the first computer and sends the second identifier to the first computer 
[Kanematsu — Page 4 paragraph [0059] - Job ID, i.e. second identifier, is generated by the 
second computer when a process is registered], and 

wherein the first computer inquires the second computer of a status of said processing 
using at least one of the first and second identifiers [Kanematsu Page 4 paragraph [0059] - 
Processing status is obtained by sending to the second computer both the first and second 
identifiers, i.e. user ID/name and job ID]. 

With respect to claim 26, Kanematsu ftirther teaches wherein when the first computer 
requests the second computer to perform the processing, information regarding a notification 
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destination is specified to which the second computer notifies a status of the processing 
[Kanematsu Page 3 paragraphs [0051-0052] and page 4 paragraph [0059] - User 
Id/Name is specified along with source information inherently in the message, i.e. source 
IP, which specify where to return the status information]. 

With respect to claim 37, Kanematsu teaches a computer readable medium comprising 
instructions [Kanematsu Page 2 paragraph [0046]]. The remaining Hmitations of claim 37 
are similar to the limitations of claim 19 above. Therefore, claim 37 is rejected under the same 
rationale. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claims 20, 22-23, 27 and 32-33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kanematsu et al. (US 2002/0048050) in view of Matsumoto et al. (JP 07- 
129498). 
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Regarding claim 20, Kanematsu teaches a processing status enquiry system for inquiring 
a status of processing executed by another computer, comprising: 
a client computer; and 

a server computer connected to the client computer, via a network [Kanematsu — Figure 
1 and Page 3 paragraphs [0051-0052] and [0054] - User at workstation (11), i.e. client, 
registers a process to be performed with a second computer (3), i.e. server, thereby having 
a client/server structure]; 
wherein the cHent computer comprises: 

a first identifier corresponding to a processing for which an enquiry is issued to the server 
computer [Kanematsu - Figure 1 and Page 3 paragraphs [0051-0052] and [0054] - A first 
identifier, i.e. user ID/name is sent from the first computer to the second computer]; and 

an enquiry section for sending, upon inquiring the server computer of a status of the 
processing, the first identifier to the server computer [Kanematsu — Page 4 paragraph [0059] - 
Processing status is obtained by requiring the first computer to send the first identifier, i.e. 
user ID/name to the second computer], 
wherein the server computer comprises: 

a receiving section receiving a first identifier corresponding to a processing which is 
requested from the cHent computer [Kanematsu - Figure 1 and Page 3 paragraphs [0051- 
0052] and [0054] - User enters his user ID/name, i.e. first identifier, which is then received 
by the server computer]; 

an information acquiring section acquiring, in response to a status enquiry for the 
processing which is received fi-om the client computer and which includes the first identifier, 
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information regarding a status of said processing corresponding to the first identifier and a 
transmitting section sending the information to the client computer [Kanematsu Page 4 
paragraph [0059] - Processing status is obtained by sending to the second computer both 
the first and second identifiers, i.e. user ID/name and job ID. Upon sending, server 
acquires the status of the processing based upon the identiflers and returns the status 
information to the user]; 

a second identifier generating section for generating a second identifier corresponding to 
said processing and storing in the server computer, the second identifier corresponding to the 
first identifier [Kanematsu Page 4 paragraph [0059] - Job ID, i.e. second identifier, is 
generated by the second computer when a process is registered]; and 

a transmitting section sending the information to the client computer [Matsumoto 
Drawing 4 and Page 6 paragraph [0023] lines 19-23 - Remote procedure activation 
equipment (110) of procedure activation equipment (105) passes the response information 
to remote procedure activation equipment (108) on procedure request equipment (104). 
Demand stereo, i.e. client, is notified of response by the remote procedure activation 
equipment (108) in step 15]. 

Kanematsu fails to explicitly teach generating the first identifier. 

Matsumoto, however, discloses generating by the first computer a first identifier [Matsumoto — 
Page 3 paragraph [0014] lines 1-4 and page 4 paragraph [0018] lines 8-12 - Identifier is 
generated and is stored in storage of computer, i.e. hard disk]. 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to incorporate the generating of a first identifier, as taught by Matsumoto into the invention 
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of Kanematsu, in order to provide a more automated system whereby the system itself generates 
a client identifier to be used to send to the server computer, thereby eliminating the need of the 
user to create an identifier. 

Regarding claim 22, Kanematsu teaches the invention substantially as claimed, including 
sending a first identifier to a second computer [Kanematsu - Page 4 paragraph [0059] - 
Processing status is obtained by requiring the first computer to send the first identifier, i.e. 
user ID/name to the second computer], but fails to explicitly teach generating the first 
identifier and storing the first identifier on a hard disk. 

Matsumoto, however, discloses generating by the first computer a first identifier and storing by 
the first computer the first identifier on a hard disk connected to the first computer [Matsumoto - 
- Page 3 paragraph [0014] lines 1-4 and page 4 paragraph [0018] lines 8-12 - Identifier is 
generated and is stored in storage of computer, i.e. hard disk]. 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to incorporate the generating and storing of a first identifier, as taught by Matsumoto into 
the invention of Kanematsu, in order to provide a more automated system whereby the system 
itself generates a client identifier to be used to send to the server computer, thereby eliminating 
the need of the user to create an identifier. 

Regarding claim 23, Kanematsu-Matsumoto teach the invention substantially as claimed, 
including wherein at least one of the first identifier and said processing includes information 
unique to said first computer [Matsumoto - Page 4 paragraph [0018] lines 8-12 - Identifier, 
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generated by client, includes information of the first computer therefore unique, i.e. 
process initiated, and inherently contains return information of client for returning status 
response back to client]. 

Regarding claims 27 and 33, these are system claims corresponding to the method 
claimed in claim 23 above. They have similar limitations; therefore, claims 27 and 33 are 
rejected under the same rationale. 

Regarding claim 32, this is a system claim corresponding to the method claimed in claim 
22 above. It has similar limitations; therefore, claim 32 is rejected under the same rationale. 



9. Claims 24, 28, 34 and 38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kanematsu et al. (US 2002/0048050) and Matsumoto et al. (JP 07-129498), as applied to claims 
23, 27, 33 and 37 above respectively, in view of Silva et al. (U.S. 6,167,537). 

Regarding claim 24, Kanematsu-Matsumoto teach the invention substantially as claimed, 
as aforementioned in claim 23 above, but fail to explicitly teach wherein the unique information 
of the first identifier is an IP address of the computer. 
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Silva, however, discloses a system for submitting jobs to an automated testing which submits 
with the job a cUent IP address as a unique identifier [Silva Col. 2 lines 21-34, Col. 6 lines 10- 
27, Col. 9 lines 25-26 and Col. 10 lines 32-35]. 

It is well known in the art of computers and networking that IP addresses are unique numbers 
that every computer connected to a network possesses, which serves to uniquely identify one 
computer from another. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to incorporate using a client IP address as a unique identifier, as taught by 
Silva into the invention of Kanematsu-Matsumoto, in order to utilize a well known and widely 
used form of unique client information possessed by all network computers. 

Regarding claims 28 and 34, these are system claims corresponding to the method 
claimed in claim 24 above. They have similar limitations; therefore, claims 28 and 34 are 
rejected under the same rationale. 

Regarding claim 38, this is a computer readable medium claim corresponding to the 
method claimed in claim 24 above. It contains similar limitations regarding use of an IP address 
which inherently provides a unique identifier of a client. Therefore, claim 38 is rejected under 
the same rationale. 
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10. Claims 25 and 35-36 and are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kanematsu et al. (US 2002/0048050), as applied to claims 19 and 21 above respectively, in view 
of Coward (U.S. 6,633,899). 

Regarding claim 25, Kanematsu teaches the invention substantially as claimed but fails to 
explicitly teach specifying to receive information regarding a status of the processing for which 
the second computer notifies the status of the processing without enquiry. 
Coward, however, discloses a system for dynamically providing feedback for a process being 
performed on a remotely located server, such that, a client when initiating the remote process, to 
register with a broker to receive process updates, without repetitively sending status inquiries 
[Coward - Col. 4 lines 12-50]. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to incorporate the receiving of process updates through a dynamic feedback process without 
sending status inquiries, as taught by Coward into the invention of Kanematsu, in order to 
provide continual and accurate feedback during a process so that both sides of the process may 
maintain control throughout the process [Coward Col. 2 lines 15-18]. 

Regarding claims 35-36, these are system claims corresponding to the method claimed in 
claims 25-26 above. They have similar limitations; therefore, claims 35-36 are rejected under 
the same rationale. 
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11. Claims 29 and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kanematsu et al. (US 2002/0048050) and Matsumoto et al. (JP 07-129498), as applied to claims 
20 and 29 above respectively, in view of Coward (U.S. 6,633,899). 

Regarding claim 29, Kanematsu-Matsumoto teach the invention substantially as claimed, 
as aforementioned in claim 20 above, but fails to explicitly teach sending the status of the 
processing to the client as status changes. 

Coward, however, discloses a system for dynamically providing feedback for a process being 
performed on a remotely located server, such that, a client when initiating the remote process, to 
register with a broker to receive process updates automatically, without repetitively sending 
status inquiries [Coward — CoL 4 lines 12-50]. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to incorporate the receiving of process updates through a dynamic feedback process without 
sending status inquiries, as taught by Coward into the invention of Kanematsu-Matsumoto, in 
order to provide continual and accurate feedback during a process so that both sides of the 
process may maintain control throughout the process [Coward CoL 2 lines 15-18]. 

Regarding claim 30, Kanematsu-Matsumoto -Coward teach the invention substantially as 
claimed, including wherein the server computer also comprises storage means for storing the 
status of the processing to be transmitted to the client computer [Kanematsu — Page 3 
paragraph [0057] - Current processing progress, i.e. status, is stored in management table]. 
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.12. Claim 3 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kanematsu et al. 
(US 2002/0048050), Matsumoto et al. (JP 07-129498), and Coward (U.S. 6,633,899), as applied 
to claim 29 above, in view of Dodd (U.S. 6,321,211). 

Regarding claim 31, Kanematsu-Matsumoto-Coward teach the invention substantially as 
claimed, as aforementioned in claim 29 above, but fail to explicitly teach wherein the server 
computer is an order receiving computer in an electronic commerce system. 
Dodd, however, discloses an online gift exchanging system, i.e. e-commerce and wherein the 
server computer is an order receiving computer [Dodd Col. 1 lines 26-43 and Col. 5 lines 1- 
12 - Gift server, i.e. order receiving computer, is used for the purchasing of online gifts, i.e. 
e-commerce]. 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to incorporate the utility of an order receiving computer of an electronic commerce system, 
as taught by Dodd into the invention of Kanematsu-Matsumoto-Coward, in order to extend the 
system beyond the business world thereby allowing extended use the system to a segment in 
which status information, i.e. order status, is typically retrieved by a user which can thereby 
benefit from the teachings of Kanematsu-Matsumoto-Coward. 
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Conclusion 

13. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

- Furukawa (U.S. 6,029,238) discloses control of information processing which 
provides status information based upon a received IP address. 

14. Applicant's amendment necessitated the nev/ ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Thomas J. Mauro Jr. whose telephone number is 571-272-3917. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:00a.m. - 4:30p.m.. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David A. Wiley can be reached on 571-272-3923. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
AppUcation Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or PubUc PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




TJM 

November 30, 2004 




